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Commissioner for Patents 

The Reply Brief mailed 12/29/2008 has been acknowledged by the Examiner. The response to the Reply Brief is as follows: 

On pgs 2-3 of the Reply Brief, Applicant argues that the Examiner's statement that "The mechanical properties recited in claim 2 for 
the current collector are deemed to have been met by a process in which a surface roughened copper foil current collector and the 
binder are sintered below the decomposition temperature and above the mehing temperature of the binder." is incorrect. 

In response, the Examiner notes that the Applicant's argument outhned on pg 3 of the Reply Brief is flawed because the Applicant 
argues that the current collector b2 is heated above the "glass transition" temperature, whereas the Examiner noted that the current 
collector needs to be heated above the "melting" temperature. 



On pg 5 of the Reply Brief, Applicant argues that the Examiner's position is not correct because it amounts to a comparison of the 
negative electrode of the present invention with a negative electrode suggested by the Examiner's combination of references and that 
does not exist in the prior art. 

In response, it is the Examiner's position that the mechanical properties do exist in the combination of references because it is an 
inherent property. 

The Examiner has fully addressed Applicant's arguments submitted in the Reply Brief The Reply Brief has been forward to the 
Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences for decision on the appeal. 



/PATRICK RYAN/ /Cynthia Lee/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1795 Examiner, Art Unit 1795 
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